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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
07/17/2009 has been entered. 

2. Claims 29 and 36-58 are pending. 



Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but found unpersuasive. 

4. In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). 
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5. Applicant argues that the prior art does not teach changing a designation of an 
email message, prompt the user to modify settings of the particular detection 
mechanism that caused the message to be designated as an undesired message. In 
response, it is maintained that Dinkin teaches allowing the user to modify settings of the 
particular detection mechanism that caused the email message to be designated as an 
undesired email message so that the email message is not to be detected by the 
particular detection mechanism after the settings are changed (fig. 6, [0124], the user is 
allowed to deactivate the filter that mistakenly filtered out desirable messages). Horvitz 
teaches detecting changing the designation of the email message as being undesired to 
desired by a user (col. 10 lines 27-38). Dinkin and Horvitz just do not disclose prompting 
is in response to the detecting. However, Official notice is taken that prompting a user in 
response to a detection of an event is well known in the art at the time of the invention 
(see e.g., Lemke, US 6,748,403, col. 10 lines 11-14, prompting a user to change 
settings in detection of an event). Furthermore, to "prompt the user to modify settings of 
the particular detection mechanism that caused the email message to be designated as 
an undesired email message so that the email message is not to be detected by the 
particular detection mechanism after the settings are changed," given its broadest 
interpretation, merely means announcing (such as showing a message) to the user to 
remind him/her to modify the settings; and the phrase after "so that..." is merely an 
intended use of the modifying settings of the particular detection mechanism, and is 
therefore not given weight. 
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6. Applicant argues that the prior art of record does not render obvious "display a 
preview of contents of a message body of an email message." In response, Horvitz 
clearly teaches that contents of legitimate email folders (inbox) are automatically 
displayed to users for review and selection (col. 9 I. 1-9). First, one skilled in the art 
would appreciate that reviewing contents of an email folder by a user means that any 
contents of the email folder can be displayed (including email message bodies). 
Second, Horvitz further teaches a user reviewing email message body for by scanning 
through parts of the email message bodies (col. 7 I. 56-63), suggesting and rendering 
obvious that reviewing email folders is reviewing bodies of email messages in the 
folders. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 



8. Claims 39-42, 48-52, and 58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dinkin (US 2005/0050150) in view of Goldman (US 2003/0233418), 
Horvitz et al. (US 6,161,130, hereafter Horvitz) and further in view of what has been 
known in the art (Official Notice or ON) 
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9. For claim 39, Dinkin discloses a method for providing electronic messaging, 
comprising: 

providing a plurality of detection approaches for detecting undesired email 
messages (fig. 6, 8 spam filters); and 

providing access to each of the detection approaches from a single graphical 
interface control (fig. 6, control 8 spam filters on an interface), the single graphical user 
interface control enabling the user to activate and deactivate each of the plurality of 
detection mechanisms independently of one another in order to provide a desired level 
of protection from undesired electronic messages ([0122], activate or deactivate one or 
more filters independently). 

automatically designate an email message as an undesired email message after 
the email message is detected by one of the plurality of detection mechanisms ([0124], 
filtered emails are displayed according to filter type); 

and allow the user to modify settings of the particular detection mechanism that 
caused the email message to be designated as an undesired email message so that the 
email message is not to be detected by the particular detection mechanism after the 
settings are changed (fig. 6, [0124], the user is allowed to deactivate the filter that 
mistakenly filtered out desirable messages) 

Dinkin does not explicitly disclose wherein the plurality of detection mechanisms 
comprise at least three different detection mechanisms used to detect undesired 
electronic messages. 
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However, Goldman discloses wherein the plurality of detection mechanisms 
comprise at least three different detection mechanisms used to detect undesired 
electronic messages ([0039], filter module 24 filters out unsolicited e-mails by 
referencing sender's addresses, fig. 4, 3 schemes of authorizing sender's e-mails). 

Dinkin-Goldman does not explicitly disclose displaying a preview of contents of a 
message body of an email message, wherein the display of a preview of contents of a 
message body is disabled for an email message that has been marked as being 
undesired; enabling the user to reclassify an email message by changing a prior 
designation of the email message from an undesired email message to a desired email 
message classification; and in response to detection of an event such as changing the 
designation of the email message, prompting a user to do a task such as to modify 
settings of the particular detection mechanism that caused the email message to be 
designated as an undesired message so that the email message is not to be detected 
by the particular detection mechanism after the settings are changed. 

In the same field of endeavor, Horvitz discloses: 

displaying a preview of contents of a message body of an email message (col. 9 
lines 3-9, legitimate mails including bodies are displayed for user review and selection, 
col. 7 I. 55-63, reviewing email bodies), wherein the display a preview of contents of a 
message body is disabled for an email message that has been marked as being 
undesired (col. 9 lines 3-9, spam messages are not displayed automatically or disabled 
from being previewed); 
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enabling the user to reclassify an email message by changing a prior designation 
of the email message from an undesired email message to a desired email message 
classification (col. 9 lines 9-14, user manually moves emails from spam to legitimate 
folders and reclassifies the email) and detecting user change of email classification to 
initiate retraining or changing of a classifier settings (col. 10 lines 27-38). 

Official notice is taken that prompting a user in response to a detected event is 
well known in the art at the time of the invention (see e.g., Lemke, US 6,748,403, col. 10 
lines 11-14, prompting a user to change settings) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Dinkin, Goldman, Horvitz and what has been 
known to implement at least three spam detection mechanisms on a single interface of 
Dinkin to provide the user with a many choices to enhance his/her own spam filter, and 
also change filter settings based on manual user reclassification (Dinkin, [0124]), and 
also prompting the user to change a setting of a detection mechanism after detection of 
a change in email classification from the user to provide a manual way of changing 
undesired email filter settings. 

10. For claims 40, Dinkin-Goldman-Horvitz-ON discloses the invention as in claim 
39. Dinkin-Goldman further discloses the plurality of detection mechanisms include a 
mechanism that detects an email message if the sender of the email message is not on 
a list of senders authorized by the user (Goldman, fig. 4, unconfirmed category includes 
any sender's address that has not been categorized as authorized, [0044] lines 19-23). 
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11. For claims 41 , Dinkin-Goldman-Horvitz-ON discloses the invention as in claim 
39. Dinkin-Goldman further discloses the plurality of detection mechanisms include a 
mechanism that detects an email message if the sender of the email is on a list of 
unauthorized senders (Goldman, fig. 4, unauthorized category, [0052] lines 1-8). 

12. For claims 42, Dinkin-Goldman-Horvitz-ON discloses the invention as in claim 
39. Dinkin-Goldman further discloses the plurality of detection mechanisms include a 
mechanism that detects an email message if the email message contains a textual 
content string that is on a list of unauthorized textual content strings (Goldman, [0006] 
lines 1-10). 

13. Claims 49-52 are rejected for the same rationale given in claims 39-42 
respectively. 

14. For claims 48 and 58, Dinkin-Goldman-Horvitz-ON further discloses the email 
client displays a particular undesired email message in a particular manner that is 
representative of the particular detection mechanism that detected the particular 
undesired email message (Goldman, [0050], lines 19-26). 
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15. Claims 29, 35, 38, 43-45, 53-55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dinkin, Goldman, Gordon et al. (US 6,732,157, hereafter Gordon), 
Horvitz and further in view of what has been known in the art (Official Notice or ON) 

16. For claim 29, Dinkin discloses an email filtering system comprising: 

an electronic messaging computer for viewing electronic messages addressed to 
a user, the electronic messaging computer having a single graphical user interface 
control to provide, to the user, options for configuring each of a plurality of detection 
mechanisms that detect undesired electronic messages from incoming electronic 
messages retrieved for the user (fig. 6, a single user interface to configure a plurality of 
filters for spam filtering), 

the single graphical user interface control enabling the user to activate and 
deactivate each of the plurality of detection mechanisms independently of one another 
in order to provide a desired level of protection from undesired electronic messages 
([0122], activate or deactivate one or more filters independently) 

wherein the plurality of detection mechanisms comprise at least three different 
detection mechanisms used to detect undesired electronic messages (fig. 6, 8 spam 
filters). 

Dinkin does not explicitly disclose wherein the plurality of detection mechanisms 
include first, second, and third detection mechanisms; 

However, Goldman discloses: 
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wherein the plurality of detection mechanisms include: 

a first detection mechanism that detects an email message if the sender of the 
email message is not on a list of senders authorized by the user (fig. 4, unconfirmed 
sender list, [0044] lines 19-23); 

a second detection mechanism that detects an email message if the sender of 
the email is on a list of unauthorized senders (fig. 4, unauthorized sender list, [0052] 
lines 1-8); 

a third detection mechanism that detects an email message if the email message 
contains a textual content strings that is on a list of unauthorized textual content string 
([0006] lines 1-10); and 

Dinkin-Goldman further discloses: 

wherein the electronic messaging computer is configured to: 

automatically designate an email message as an undesired email message after 
the email message is detected by one of the plurality of detection mechanism (Dinkin, 
[0124], filtered emails are displayed according to filter type); 

and allow the user to modify settings of the particular detection mechanism that 
caused the email message to be designated as an undesired email message so that the 
email message is not to be detected by the particular detection mechanism after the 
settings are changed (Dinkin, [0124], the user is allowed to deactivate the filter that 
mistakenly filtered out desirable messages) 
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Dinkin-Goldman does not disclose a fourth detection mechanism; 
However, Gordon discloses: 

a fourth detection mechanism that is configured to analyze the overall content of 
previous email messages that have been detected; compare the content of an email 
message to the overall content and assign a score reflective of a level of similarity for 
the email message; and detect the email message if the score is higher than a 
designated score (col. 1 1 , lines 16-32, Bayes filtering identifies words and/or groups of 
words representing spam in the content of the e-mail and determine a probability-a 
score of how likely the e-mail is a unwanted one, and compare the score with a user- 
defined threshold to filter the e-mail as unwanted). 

Dinkin-Goldman-Gordon does not explicitly disclose displaying a preview of 
contents of a message body of an email message, wherein the display of a preview of 
contents of a message body is disabled for an email message that has been marked as 
being undesired; enabling the user to reclassify an email message by changing a prior 
designation of the email message from an undesired email message to a desired email 
message classification; and in response to detection of an event such as changing the 
designation of the email message, prompting a user to do a task such as to modify 
settings of the particular detection mechanism that caused the email message to be 
designated as an undesired message so that the email message is not to be detected 
by the particular detection mechanism after the settings are changed. 

In the same field of endeavor, Horvitz discloses: 
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displaying a preview of contents of a message body of an email message (col. 9 
lines 3-9, legitimate mails including bodies are displayed for user review and selection, 
col. 7 I. 55-63, reviewing email bodies), wherein the display a preview of contents of a 
message body is disabled for an email message that has been marked as being 
undesired (col. 9 lines 3-9, spam messages are not displayed automatically or disabled 
from being previewed); 

enabling the user to reclassify an email message by changing a prior designation 
of the email message from an undesired email message to a desired email message 
classification (col. 9 lines 9-14, user manually moves emails from spam to legitimate 
folders and reclassifies the email) and detecting user change of email classification to 
initiate retraining or changing of a classifier settings (col. 10 lines 27-38). 

Official notice is taken that prompting a user in response to a detected event is 
well known in the art at the time of the invention (see e.g., Lemke, US 6,748,403, col. 10 
lines 11-14, prompting a user to change settings) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Dinkin, Goldman, Gordon, Horvitz and what has 
been known to implement at least three spam detection mechanisms on a single 
interface of Dinkin to provide the user with a many choices to enhance his/her own 
spam filter, and also change filter settings based on manual user reclassification 
(Dinkin, [0124]), and also prompting the user to change a setting of a detection 
mechanism after detection of a change in email classification from the user to provide a 
manual way of changing undesired email filter settings. 
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Dinkin, Goldman, Gordon, Horvitz, ON further discloses wherein the single 
graphical interface comprises: 

■ a first interface mechanism to access the first detection mechanism (Goldman, 
[0041] lines 10-12, accessing and manipulating filtering information is activating 
detection mechanism); 

■ a second interface mechanism to activate an interface to edit the list of senders 
authorized by the user (Goldman, [0045] lines 18-21, Gordon col. 9 lines 1-7); 

■ a third interface mechanism to activate the second detection mechanism 
(Goldman, [0041] lines 10-12); 

■ a fourth interface mechanism to activate an interface to edit the list of senders 
not authorized by the user (Goldman, [0045] lines 1 8-21 , Gordon, col. 9 lines 1 - 
7); 

■ a fifth interface mechanism to access the third detection mechanism (Goldman, 
[0041] lines 10-12); 

■ a sixth interface mechanism to activate an interface to edit the list of 
unauthorized textual content strings (Goldman, [0006] lines 1-10); 

■ a seventh interface mechanism to access the fourth detection mechanism 
(Goldman, [0041] lines 10-12), and 

■ an eighth interface mechanism to adjust the designated score (Gordon, col. 12, 
lines 23-26, the threshold is defined by sliding an icon). Dinkin also discloses 
activating detection mechanisms (Dinkin, [0122], user can activate or deactivate 
each option button to select various levels of spam email filtering) 
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1 7. For claims 38, Dinkin-Goldman-Gordon-Horvitz-ON further discloses the email 
computer displays a particular undesired email message in a particular manner that is 
representative of the particular detection mechanism that detected the particular 
undesired email message (Goldman, [0050], lines 19-26). 

18. For claims 43 and 53, Dinkin-Goldman-Horvitz-ON discloses the invention 
substantially as claimed as described in claims 29 and 39, but fails to disclose the 
plurality of detection approaches include a approach that is configured to analyze the 
overall content of previous email messages that have been detected; and detect an 
email message if the content of the message is similar to the overall content of the 
previous messages. 

However, in the same art of undesired e-mail filtering, Gordon discloses the 
plurality of detection approaches include a approach that is configured to analyze the 
overall content of previous email messages that have been detected; and detect an 
email message if the content of the message is similar to the overall content of the 
previous messages (col. 10, lines 53-61, col. 11 lines 16-23). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Dinkin-Goldman-Horvitz-ON and Gordon in order 
to filter undesired e-mails more effectively by using a combination of undesired e-mail 
filtering methods (authorized, unauthorized, text-based filtering etc., Gordon, col. 1 lines 
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53-56) and also change filter settings based on manual user reclassification (Dinkin, 
[0124]). 

1 9. For claims 44 and 54, Dinkin-Goldman-Horvitz-ON further discloses the plurality 
of detection mechanisms include: 

■ a first detection mechanism that detects an email message if the sender of the 
email message is not on a list of senders authorized by the user (Goldman, fig. 4, 
unconfirmed category includes any sender's address that has not been 
categorized as authorized, [0044] lines 19-23); 

■ a second detection mechanism that detects an email message if the sender of 
the email is on a list of unauthorized senders (Goldman, fig. 4, unauthorized 
category, [0052] lines 1-8); 

■ a third detection mechanism that detects an email message if the email message 
contains a textual content string that is on a list of unauthorized textual content 
string (Goldman, [0006] lines 1-10); and 

Dinkin-Goldman-Horvitz-ON does not disclose a forth detection mechanism. 
However, Gordon discloses: 

■ a fourth detection mechanism that is configured to analyze the overall content of 
previous email messages that have been detected; compare the content of an 
email message to the overall content and assign a score reflective of a level of 
similarity for the email message; and detect the email message if the score is 
higher than a designated score (col. 11, lines 16-32, Bayes filtering identifies 
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words and/or groups of words representing spam in the content of the e-mail and 
determine a probability-a score of how likely the e-mail is a unwanted one, and 
compare the score with a user-defined threshold to filter the e-mail as unwanted). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Dinkin-Goldman-Horvitz-ON and Gordon in order 
to filter undesired e-mails more effectively by using a combination of undesired e-mail 
filtering methods (authorized, unauthorized, text-based filtering etc., Gordon, col. 1 lines 
53-56). 

20. Claims 45 and 55 are rejected for the same rationale as claim 29. 

21 . Claims 36, 37, 46, 47, 56, and 57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dinkin-Goldman-Gordon-Horvitz-ON as applied to claims 29, 45, 55 
above, further in view of Gross et al. (US 6,782,510, hereafter Gross) 

22. For claim 36, in addition to the rejection of claim 29, Dinkin-Goldman-Gordon- 
Horvitz-ON further discloses a variety of visual mechanisms to represent the 
categorization of the sender. However, Dinkin-Goldman-Gordon-Horvitz-ON does not 
explicitly disclose the interface to edit the list of unauthorized textual content strings is 
configured to display a list of the detected textual content strings in particular undesired 
email message that was detected by the third detection mechanism, the interface to edit 
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the list of unauthorized textual content strings further configured to substitute different 
textual strings for the detected textual content strings. 

In the same field of endeavor comprising electronic document word checking, 
Gross discloses the interface to edit the list of unauthorized textual content strings is 
configured to display a list of the detected textual content strings in particular undesired 
email message that was detected by the third detection mechanism (col. 8 lines 10-19, 
fig. 2 items 235 and 240, an alert is given to the user if there is a word that was 
predefined by the user as inappropriate (by using highlighting the words or other visual, 
audible warning or both)), the interface to edit the list of unauthorized textual content 
strings further configured to substitute different textual strings for the detected textual 
content strings (fig. 2 item 245, col. 8 lines 23-34). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Dinkin-Goldman-Gordon-Horvitz-ON with the 
teachings of Gross in order to provide the user with more functionality as to reduce the 
potential offensive words or sensitive words by substituting these words with words that 
have the same meaning but less offensive while maintaining appropriateness of the 
meaning of the word (Gross, col. 8 lines 29-31 ). 

23. For claim 37, Gross discloses the interface to edit the list of unauthorized textual 
content strings is configured to display a particular undesired email message with the 
detected textual content strings in the particular undesired email message highlighted 
so that the user may select a particular highlighted detected textual content string (col. 8 
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lines 10-19, fig. 2 items 235 and 240, an alert is given to the user if there is a word that 
was predefined by the user as inappropriate (by using highlighting the words or other 
visual, audible warning or both)), the interface to edit the list of unauthorized textual 
content strings being configured to remove the particular highlighted detected textual 
content string from the unauthorized list of textual content strings (col. 8 lines 25-44, the 
user can change the status field of the word to make it no more inappropriate in 
subsequent checks; in other words, the user can remove the word that he/she thinks 
appropriate from the inappropriate word list, fig. 2 items 250, 255). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Dinkin-Goldman-Gordon-Horvitz-ON with the 
teachings of Gross in order to provide the user with more functionality as to reduce the 
potential offensive words or sensitive words by substituting these words with words that 
have the same meaning but less offensive while maintaining appropriateness of the 
meaning of the word (Gross, col. 8 lines 29-31). 

24. Claim 46 and 56 are rejected for the same rationale as in claim 36. 

25. Claim 47 and 57 are rejected for the same rationale as in claim 37. 

Conclusion 

26. All claims are drawn to the same invention claimed in the earlier application and 
could have been finally rejected on the grounds and art of record in the next Office 
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action if they had been entered in the earlier application. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS 
MADE FINAL even though it is a first action in this case. See MPEP § 706.07(b). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no, however, event will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

27. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hieu T. Hoang whose telephone number is 571-270- 
1253. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday, 8 a.m.-5 p.m., 
EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on 571-272-3964. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 
Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 
800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



HH 

07/23/2009 
/Kenny S Lin/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2452 



